Ixii	Introduction: Part V
commonplace meaning of the word vikrama) and " war " — assuming
the latter word to be applied in such a eut-and-dried, formulaic way
as Kielhorn's hypothesis must suppose.1
Other theories of the origin of the Vikrama era. — Kielhorn did
not advance any suggestion as to the origin of the Malava, later the
Vikrama, era; but his arguments seem to have convinst most scholars
who have written on the subject since his time that there is absolutely
no basis for the traditional view; in short, that there was no Vikrama
living in the iirst century B.C.2 The question as to how the Vikrama
era did originate, if not thru such a Vikrama, does not really concern
us; but it may be observed that no other explanation of its origin
has yet been so fortunate as to meet with anything like universal
acceptance.
The theory that the Kushan king Kaniska was the real founder of
the era was proposed long ago by Cunningham, and was vigorously
defended for many years, especially by Fleet (see, among numerous
articles by him on the subject, JRAS. 1905, p. 232 ff., and 1913, p. 95 ff);
also by O. Franke (Abh. Berl. Akad. 1904, p. 99 f.), and by J. Kennedy
(JRAS. 1912, p. 665 ff., 981 ff., and ibid. 1913, p. 369 ff., 664 ff.). It
was once held by Liiders, but was later rejected by him (SBer. Berl.
Akad. 1912, p. 824 ff.), as well as by Oldenberg (NGGW. ph.-h. Kl,
1911, p. 427 ff.), and Thomas (JRAS. 1913, p. 627 ff.), and may now
be regarded as definitely disproved. In a symposium on this subject
in JRAS, 1913, p. 911 ff,, the view that Kaniska founded the Vikrama
era 58 or 57 b.c. was upheld by Fleet, Kennedy, Barnett, and Long-
worth Dames, and opposed by Rapson, Vincent Smith, Waddell, and
1	Furthermore, it is by no means clear that the years of the "Vikrama" era origin-
ally began in the fall.   Cf. Pathak, Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume, p. 195 ff.,
especially p. 207 f.
2	In Hoernle and Stark's History of India, 4th edition, 1909, Hoernle still expresses
the view that there really was a Vikrama who defeated the £Jakas in 57 b.c., but that
he has been confused in legend with a much later " Vikramaditya/9 namely Yagodhar-
man, to whom most of the legends are to be referred.  But in the same year, in JBAS.
1909, p. 89 ff., Hoernle seems to agree with the general view that there was no Vikrama
in 57 b.c. — It is not necessary to deal with such fantastic arguments for the traditional
Hindu view as those advanst JASB. 1908, p, 327 ff.
Nor can I agree with C. V. Vaidya (Indian Review, December, 1909), and Hara-
prasad Shastri (Bp. lad. 1& $20) hi finding proof for it in Hsla's Gathasapta$ati 3, 64;
cf. D. R. Bhandarkar, in Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume, 187 ff. But Bhandar-
kar in turn claims too much. Having disproved the claims of his opponents to having
proved Vikrama's historicity, he straightway asserts that he has proved Vikrama to
be legendary. Of course, a non-sequitur.

